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REMARKS 

In view of the following remarks, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and 
withdrawal of all grounds of rejection. Applicants cancel claims 1 and 19 without prejudice or 
disclaimer. Applicants reserve the right to pursue this subject matter in one or more subsequent 
divisional patent applications. Applicants rewrite dependent claims 2 and 20 in independent 
form, incorporating all the limitations of cancelled claims 1 and 19, respectively. Applicants 
also amend claims 14-18 to depend from claim 2 rather than claim 1 because claim 1 has been 
cancelled. Similarly, Applicants also amend claims 32-36 to depend from claim 20 rather than 
claim 19 because claim 19 has been cancelled. After entry of these amendments, claims 2-18 
and 20-52 will be pending in the application. 

Claims 1-36, 51, and 52 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Pat. Appl. Pub. No. 2002/0059107 ("Reich"). 

Under MPEP 2136.03(111), "[t]he 35 U.S.C. 102(e) critical reference date of ... U.S. 
application publications . . . entitled to the benefit of the filing date of a provisional application 
under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(e) is the filing date of the provisional application with certain exceptions if 
the provisional application(s) properly supports the subject matter relied upon to make the 
rejection in compliance with 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph." Applicants respectfully submit that 
the provisional application to which Reich claims priority (Appl. No. 60/210,431) ("Reich 
provisional application") does not support the subject matter of Reich used to reject claims 51 
and 52 and now amended claims 2 and 20 in compliance with the enablement and written 
description requirements of 35 U.S. 1 12, first paragraph. 

The Office Action states that Reich "disclose[s] that wherein said material information 

regarding the plurality of entities is partitioned into a Grey list (36.2) and a Restricted list 

(36.1)." Office Action, Page 2. But the Reich provisional application to which Reich claims 

priority nowhere discloses or suggests the Restricted List as set forth in claims 51 and 52 and 

now amended claims 2 and 20. The Reich provisional merely states that 

The additional information [that may be retrieved from the automated transaction 
compliance system's database] may include information about the employee, 
including . . . any highly confidential information that she has access to, including 
whether she is on a gray list. 
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In fact, the Reich provisional application nowhere discloses partitioning the entities 
into a Restricted List and a Grey List as set forth in claims 5 1 and 52 and now 

amended claims 2 and 20. 

The Office Action also indicates that Reich discloses the limitations of the claims 
that depend from now amended claims 2 and 20. For example, the Office Action 
indicates that Reich discloses the clearance code, transaction type, and activity type of 
claims 4-7 and 22-25. But the Reich provisional application to which Reich claims 
priority nowhere discloses or suggests these limitations. 

In contrast, as argued in Applicant's previous Amendment, the subject matter of the 
claims of the present application is properly supported by the provisional application to which 
the present application claims priority (Appl. No. 60/210,431) ("Applicants' provisional 
application"). See Amendment dated December 4, 2007, Pages 10-11. 

Because the Reich provisional application does not support the subject matter of Reich 
used to reject at least claims 2, 4-7, 20, 22-25, 51, and 52 and because the May 10, 2001 filing 
date of Applicants' provisional application predates the June 8, 2001 filing date of Reich, 
Applicants respectfully submit that the rejection of claims 2, 4-7, 20, 22-25, 51, and 52 is 
overcome and therefore these claims should be allowed. 

Furthermore, by virtue of at least their dependency upon claims 2 and 20 and the 
additional features recited therein, claims 2-18 and 21-36 should also be allowed. 
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CONCLUSION 

In view of all of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicants respectfully request 
reconsideration, withdrawal of all grounds of rejection, and allowance of Claims 2-18, 20-36, 
and 51-52. 
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